64                 PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURE

There was a close connection between the oligarchical
structure of the House of Commons and the small share
which relatively and absolutely was taken in debate by the
great majority of members. As a rule the parliamentary
battle was a combat between leaders, between protagonists.
Through the whole of the eighteenth century we hear com-
plaints, too, of bad attendance at the House, of the frequent
lack of a quorum.1 " In the middle of the eighteenth cen-
tury," said the late Prime Minister, Mr. Arthur Balfour, in
his speech on the 3oth of January 1902, introducing his
new rules, "and indeed to a very much later period, the diffi-
culty was not to check the flow of oratory, but to induce
it to flow at all. The makers of the rules exhausted their
ingenuity in finding opportunities for gentlemen to speak,
and offering them temptations to air their opinions, or to
deal with the case of their constituents/'

Excessive development and complication of parliamentary
procedure appeared in nearly every department of the rules.
It showed itself in the application of the .form of the com-
mittee of the whole House to the discussion of all bills,
which was only adopted, as an exclusive method, during the
course of the eighteenth century ; in the use of the same
form for the repeated discussion of all money questions in
the whole House ; in the elaborate decisions upon amend-
ments, the mode of putting the question and the ceremonial
of divisions ; in the numerous artifices which enabled any
kind of subject to be brought up at any time, as, for in-
stance, by debates on petitions, by the hearing of witnesses
and advocates at the bar of the House and by many other
methods. But the most flagrant instance of multiplicity of
forms was the most important case of all, namely, the laborious
observance of the stages in the discussion of a bill. It was
pointed out to the committee of investigation in 1848 that
no less than eighteen different questions, each with its corre-
sponding division, were required for the passage of a bill
through the House, without reckoning those of the committee

of the two parties, see the thorough work of F. Salomon, " William Pitt,'*
vol. i.j pp. 51-66.

1 See Hatsell, vol. ii., 3rd edn., pp. 165 sqq., 4th edn., pp. 173 $qq., and
the comments there made on such cases.